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ABSTRACT” 

. . divccben, has suggested that self-involving responses, ~ 
Le@rg direct present expressions<of a co@nselor's feelings about 
client statements, are highly effective counselor behaviors, while 
self-disclosure responses, i.e., references to pec experiences 
of the counselor, are moderately effective in eliciting positive. 
client perceptions of and’ responses to the ‘counselor. Female 
undargraduates (N=180) listened to taped igteractions between a 
counselor and a feaale client in which the counselor,- described ‘as 
eitker.a professional or paraprofessional, responded with either low + 
intimacy self-disclosure, high intisacy self-disclosure, or 
self-involving responses,.Subjectg responded to the, counselor as they 
beliéved the client would and rated the counselor as they believed 

the client would, by completing the Counselor Ratiig fora. Hesults ° 
indicated that: (1) high self-disclosing and self-invoiving ~ is ' 
‘counselors received more expert and trustworthy ratings than low 
self-disclosing counselérs; (2) paraprofessionals received more: 
attractive and trustworthy ratings than professionals; (3) client 
responses -to high self-disclosing anh. Bec? Le vOtri eg counselors 
contained more client se) f-referents han “résponses to low : . ‘cet 
self-disclosing counselors, wh ) contained more counselor- focused 

statements; and (4),;responses to ge seifnaifoiosing counselors 

contained more affective words and fewer céwngelor references than 

responses to self- involving or low self-disclosing counselors, The 


J‘ findings suggest that high intimacy self-disclosure is a superior 


response to low intimacy self-disclosure and appears to be as .. ® 
effective as self-involving responses. (Author/NRB) 
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~ * Recent studiés’ have fissnet gated ha differential effectiveness ~ 
jitae | of two types of counselor pein colaseni responses ~~ self-disclosure 
' a . and self-involving responses (McCarthy & Betz, 1978; McCarthy, 1979). 
Self-discYosure regponses are stafements referring to the past history _ 
‘ de vevedial experiences of the counselot, while self-involving responses : 
are direct pEteeyt rere a counselor's feelings about or re- 
actions. to client statements and/or behaviors (Danish, D' Augelli, & 
; Haver, 1980). _ These studies found that self-involving counselors were 
more fcvovabiy sacieesiven by Clients than self- discYosine counselors é 
on dimensions of expertness, social attractiveness, and trustworthiness. 
pedi eedea: amte= -Sivolving. responses elicited ‘client responses that 
“eendeg to focus on creates client REPTOP REIN in the present while self- 
+ disclosure responses were more Likely to’ elicit’ ‘efimeelor-focused client 


= Eeaonpas that did not emphasize the present. Tn on@ study’(McCarthy, . é 


19 9), these Findings) were obtained across all possible counsélor-client’ 


gender pairings. , i, ae 


om a 


: The results of thése studies suggest that seif- aueaing rengunnes 


_are highly | daw e counselor behaviors while counselor self-disclosure 
“resngnesy are ity moderately effective * ‘eliciting positive client 
perceptions of and responses tq the counselor. However, one problem 
with this conclusion is that it tends to contradict the literature on ~ ” 
self-disclosure which, despite its sin eames 4 problems, has generally 
*concluded that snes dfsclosure is 4 highly effective type of counselor \- 


response (Cozby, 19733 Danish, D' Augelli, & Hauer, 1980; Egan, 1978 


i 
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Counselor edthidiweloune bas been positively related to client self= 


disclosure (Simonson & Bahr, 1974; Johnson . Noonan, 1972) and client | 


perceptions of the coungelor (Bundza & Simonson, 1973; Murphy. ‘& Strong, 1972). } 
—_ me , i “ 
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be ) 
as highly effective ae eit- -involving statements. Some research suggedts 


high intimacy self-disclosing counselors were superior be: 20 intimacy 
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It is: possible © iam self-disclosure statements can be my - 


i 


6." 
that intimacy, level of an individual’ 8 self-disclosure ‘da - significant 
4 . 
* tactot in determining its effectiveness (Chelune, 1975; Daher & Banikiotes, 


1976; DeForest & Stone, 1980; Goodstein & Reinecker, 1974; Hall,. 19763... 


“Metluzzt, Banikiotes, & Missbach, 1978; Simohson & Bahr, ages Worthy, 


. 


Gary, & Kéhn, 1969). Intimate self-disclosire ia. ae found to elicit 


° 


positive attraction: to the dtecloser (Daher & Banikiotes, 1976; Merluzei, 


a sa 
-/et aie 1978: Worthy, et al,, 1969). Merluzzi, et al. (1978) foimd that 


C) 


GP 


self- -disclosing counselors regardless of dice or status on client peér- 
“ 


aneiens of counselor attractiveness and client positive expectations 
L .Y 
about counseling outcome . However, they also found that high self-dis- 


closing counselors were’ perceived less trustworthy and expert than 


‘were low self+digclosing counselors, 


4 


Self-disclosure of ‘an intimate nature has also been demonstrated 
to PEATE SOCIOL asl-discieaure by the weiplent (DeForest Stone, Pa 
1980; Goodstein & Reinecker, 1974; Hall, 1976). It appears haat as the ‘ 
intimacy of the topics disclosed increases, the recipient of ‘hea dis- P 
CAOMUESR also discusses more . intimate topics. There is one el a 
to these findings. Simonton and Bahr (1974) found that dunographic 
self-disclosure by ehthex a professional or paraprofessional counselor 
‘elicited greater client self-disclosure ee Attraction than did 
counselor self-disclosure of more intimate information. 
/ ‘me findings of a negative’ relationship between intimacy of coun- 
selor self-disclosure and client perceptions ind responses in the Mer- 
“, : 


luzzi, et al. (1978) and Simonson and Bahr (1974) studies are somewhat 


‘contradictory to the other studies. Still, the majority of research 
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2. > Suggests tha’ increasing the intimacy Zof- coungelar se)f-disclosure has 

La Signifi t positive impaction on the couns¢ling process. A possibde 
Ps : : ae. : ’ 


explanation, for the contradictory results is dna Simonson and Bahr , 
: e h ae sj: \ ; 


a. Ge 


o > ’ e ri ' i : Ps R . : 
? and Merluzzi, et al. failed. to clearly define*® tle variable { counselor 


e ‘ 


‘ self-disclosure, and to specify the A Giainad davieet low and high 
. ca 3 | 


: / ’ f * te _ 4 
intimacy levels of self-disclosure. They may hws been using very dif- 


ferent definitions of self-disclosure than those used by the ‘authors - 
a : : ; | Se en 


OF the other studies.,- | - | > 


A re-examination of, the. McCarthy (1979) and McCarthy & Bets (1978) 


' studies of self-disclésure versus self~involving responses reveals that 
; ‘ge %) , . eA ‘ 


. they examined only low intimacy self-disclosure, i.e., personal infor- H 
mation about the counselor that agreep with the client previously 
re 


ws expressed experience, e.g., "I remember that I had trouble. relating / 
‘ é Ww va 


1 . . « 
to my parents, too." In contrast, high intimacy counselor self-disclosure 


; responses are statements that agree with the client's experience and jy 
: oie get ; : . . / aa 
also contain a direct feeling which the counselor believes parallels h 


the client's, as Set, unstated feeling, e.g., "I had trouble relating = § / 
to my parents and it hurt. me." Their use of low intimacy self-disclosuré 
. ‘ ‘ 4 


may explain their findings that the counselor self-disclosure statements 
e * = , 


; : Si : . . ae 
.seemed.to be less effective than counselor self-involving statements. 


Both types’ of counselor self-disclosure) responses as well as coun- 


sia ig self-involving responses need to be examined. Therefore, oné’ 


‘ 


major purpose of the present study was to examine the differential 
effectiveness of low versus high intimacy self-disclosure versus self-, 


/ involving responses.on client perceptions of and. responses to the coun- 
selor. “It was generally expected that self-involving and high intimacy 


self-disclosing statements would be more effective than low intimacy” 
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Another factor which seems, to ‘nkenack with counbelor self-referent, 
0 responses is cietin of the counselor. Some authors have "foutd’ ‘that 
individuala of. differing ‘Matus Sitete different behavies we percep- 
3 tions from. others (Brooks, 1974; eae & Firestone, 1974; Jackson ~ 


e 


; ’ Phpsnsky, 1972; Nertueri, et al., 19783" Pric & Iverson, 19695 Shaffer, 
“1976; Simonson’ & Behe 1994). Thigh status Andiv uals have generally, 


/ 
oa béen found to be more fatorably pencdived than oy status individuals 
i ’ 


b ge 
Be (Ellison & Fisibebone; ay Jackson & Pepinsky, 1972; Erpee & Iverson, . 


1969) . sebales found: that 
regarded by suivante than low status male .counseloks| while the AV EEES 
; Was true for female counselors. . 
. Simoison and Bahr (1974) found that counselor statis interacted 
i at 


with intimacy of counselor’ self- disclosure such that clients preferred | 
professional counselors ta use’ demographic rather than personal self- 

. aieclosuee while ‘they had: no such preference for paraprofessional coun- 

\ a selors. bee ie Liana that sirhengh high status setae were 


rated 1qae fayorably than low status counselors at the end of | the sda 


theygwere ob sbcvins the, twelfth counseling session by the counselor. 


4 


Bs : b11ision/ and Firestone (1974) found that high status counselors 


elicited significantly greater amounts of” self-disclosure from low self- 


-,. 
i 


esteem clients than did low status éounnelore:. Brooks (2974) found 


that high status male’ poundelors-elicited significantly greater ‘amounts 
> 


: 8, 
of. sane sian from male ‘and female clients-than did low status 


x | 


t 


males vite female counselor status did. not affect client: self Gtsclosure. 
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h status ‘male saledaociibats org favorably 
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Based ¢ on these results, af would be éxpucted that at least male Z 
7 Is 


professional counselors” manutd bet more Esvoxably perceived than male’ 
paraprofessional ‘and would elicit | more positive client. responses. 
Tt would be fu ther expected that clients would pevesive’ a professional - 


who uses low lntsines self-disclosure more favorab1) than a professional 


i) “ 


} 
ably to the low self-disclosing professional counselor. Therefore, 


j 
a gecond major purpose of the present study was to examine the extent’ 


—_ 


to which, counselor f raprofessional versus professional oat ec 
¢ 


‘client percéptions of and responses to the counselor and the extent 
to which status moderates the’ effects: of counselor, use of low self- 
disclosure,’ high says disclosure, and geiPdavelving’ responses. 
Method 
i Sublects 
y ‘cubdecks were 180 female undergraduates enrolled in an introductory - 
\psy chology course at a large Midwestern enauaieeXis who received credit. 
gor their participation: Subjects were randomly assigned to one of 
, 81x experimental conditions: (a) low “aelf-adteclosure, paraprofessjonal' 
counselors. (b)_ low seedinconice, professional’ counselor; (c) high 
self-disclosure, paraprofessional counselor; ,(d) high self-disclosure, 
professional counselors (e). self - sarong, ematical counselor; 
(f) pelftnvelring, professionel couminehor. where were 30 subjects 
per, condition, | i ” ‘ / 
Constructifn of Audiotaped Stimulus Mateclala 
- Tape sedordicine of three 20 minute couteeldny intéractions between 


a male Souneeter and a felale-citent were devised\ The counselor, an 


experianced clinical psychologist, and the client, an advanced graduate 


tudine dnt, counseling psychology, role played the three interviews using 
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prepared scripts.” The three scripts involved discussions’ of the client! s . 

Pra is 
dissatisfaction with herself, her Tack of friends, and peer leae relating ° ss 
to her parents. The Ain cinetcnn were divided into 210. sagnente ‘of iden- 


tical conversation with the exception of the- last response in each seg-— 
ment which was either a counselor high intimacy self-disclosing, low 
‘intimacy self-disclosing, or. self-involving statement. With the excep- 


. tion of the last response ‘in each segment, all of the counselor responses 


were either open-ended questions, reflections of content, or reflections 

of feeling. The scripts involving counselor low intimacy self-disclapure 

and counselor self-Anvolving responses were identical to those: used bi 
McCarthy (1979). and NeCarthy and Betz (1978). - - . an ‘\ 

Helens” -dig closing and. self- Bs ie edie counselor statenents were 

sbadtive rather than negative din nature. Positive self=disclosure oe 
statenente express similarity rather than digsimilarity of personal 
expariancns and po itive self-involving statements SXPrRES, positive, ; 
rather than negative fet linge about the client (Danish, D'Augelli, & . 
Hauer, 1980). Low spe self-disclosure responses were statements 
¥ which the counsellor agre with the client's previously expressed - 


remember having to make it on my own when I was 


experience, e€.g., 
growing-up." High ntimacy self-disclosure responses were statements “a 
that agreed with the)client's. experience and also contained a feeling 


which the client had hot yet identified, e.g., "I remember having to 
° c 7 * 


- 


as m 
mak@ it, on my own and\I felt-so lonely." Self-involving responses were 


» statements of the coun elor's feelings about the client's behavior, 


7 


e.g., "I, appreciate the way you are relating to me right now." 


Dependent Méasures —_ \ | 
| : 
| Raeep ions of the Counselor. The’ _Coufiselor Rating Form (ORFS ions ; 


‘Barak & LaCrosse, 1975) ‘used by McCarthy: 979) and McCarthy & ale , 
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(1978) was used in thip study to’ assess ne prncteiona: ob eke 


expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness of the co 


The. CRF consists of 36 i ii bi-polar itens, 12 on each of the, three 


A Nr +" 
dimensions, ‘Scores, ,on each dimension \pay range from 12 to 48. 
‘ ‘ ; 


ca 
scoring’ represents ‘a change wade by the authors of the original CR 
r -\ ~ 


> - : in which there were 36 7-point bipolar itens with scores on each" dimen- 
sion ranging. “from 12 to 84. ‘Studies’ luis the: original CRF have demon- 


strated: reliable and valid differences in perceived i aaa attrac- 


pivsness, and trustworthiness, as a function of sgotoneiaen experimental\ s 
‘manipulations (Barak & LaCrossé, 19753 LaCrosse, 1980). 


y - Client Responses, Client responses. were obtained by asking the 


* 
/ 


6 subjects to write a response to the last counselor statement (either 


’ 


( low “self-disclosing, high self-disclosing, or self-involving) in each -. 


of the 10 segments of the counseling interview, These .respoffses were 


‘ 


analyzed in terms of the following seven categories used by McCarthy_ 
‘ (197% andsMcCarthy and Betz (1978): (a) total number of words; \(b) 


proportion of affective: words to. total words; (c) proportion of present 


y , 
4 . 
_ e% cs 


tense verbs to total words; (d), proportion of past and future tenge 


verbs to total words; (e) proportion of self-referents (i.e., client 


' 


2 referents) to total words; (£) proportion of counselor referents to 


‘ f total words; (g) ‘number of courselor-focused statements, e.g., "So how ° 
e ry i . 5 2 . ; . * 


did you get along without your parents?" 
Content anlar of the written client responses .were done by two 
raters carefully trained to identify the preseuce or absence of each 
. response category and without knowledge of the condi tion. The degree 


“of interjudge agreement in the eight response ‘categories was calculated 
_ uging an alpha coefficient (Cronbash 1951) on a ‘sample of content analyses | 
‘ . : ° aie . 4 > ax nd 


® ' * 
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- Significant. multivariate Fs- were obtained for the ata effect of coun-- 


: Differential Effects of counsel Self-Referen 
- ? a. yt : te M 
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of 18 subjects' responses. ‘The mean reliability for Bate a 


el 
was 98. : o _ Fe , 
: a ; . ey rt 


Procedure oy te 


As in the original sietazthy én). and McCarthy and Betz (1978) 
studies subjects heard a tape “of a simulated counselof-client interaction. 
For each swbjSce: ‘group, either, tape using counselor low .self- disclosing, 
high self- ~disclosing, or self- -dnvelving Responses was played. OnaKale 


of the subjects were’ told that. the counselor was an .experienced parap 


fessional while the other half‘were told that he was a professional 

Descriptions similar to those developed by §imongon and Bahr (1974), ~ 

were used. The experienced araprofessional counselor was described 

as: "The couselor is a oabavaabeaslanels His academic training in- 

volves a bachelor" s degree in English, but he completed seven years 

of supervised work in a conic mental health ‘center.". The .profes- he 

sional counselor was described as: ."The counselor has a Ph.D, in psy-_— - 

chology and nas een practicing counseling for seven years." | \ F 
After fasting wach of the 10 segments of the tape, subjects were 

sched to respond to the counselor in the way they believed the dlient 

would respond. After the completion, of the taped interview, rsbgects 


rated the counselor by ll the CRF as Say believed the (sent =>, % 


on the tape would rate him. — ne a ¥ 


Results fe a 2 = 


ic} ‘ ics 


Perceptions of the Counselor - A : 


P ° a 
Multivariate analyses’ of variance were conducted on perceived equn- 


selor dimensions of expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness. 


¢ 


selor response type, F (6, 344) = 4.00, Es 0007, and Box: the wali. 
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pr * effect of counselor status, F (3, 172).= 4.01,.p < .009. The mult}- 
: ‘ variate F for Peer res between co estat response type and @pun- ot 
A 4 . 2 selor status was net significant. ‘Subsequent univariate analyses. of | 


’ 


ats eftacts were pArforned. cell means and atundart deviations for ’ 


signi tieane effects are presented in Table 1. The univariate analyses bg 


‘ 
. 


Sa ‘ 
indicated a eigitttemnt main effect due-to counselor response cree on -s 
- <a 


‘ " tMe dimensions, of expertness, F (2, 174) = 9,684 P < +0001, and a non- he / 
; ‘significant trend on the, dimensian ‘of, trustworthiness, F°(2, 174). , Ye 
y: 2.82, p< .06. * There was no significant effect due to counselor res- . ; 
o> ‘as sins type on the disenetor of attractiveness, There was a sight ficant = po 
at : main effect due to counselor status on the stance Gries of attractiveness, 


F-(1, 174) ¢ i. Die 33, B< < 008 and -trustworthiness, F qa, 174) = 7.33, 


p < -008. There was no significant effect due to caimeeior status.on 
‘the avnawaten of expertness. "as 3 
Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey tent of honestly significant ; a8 
differences and p < .05 as the level of significance revealed that, 
1 in in’ case of counselor response type, both ‘the high se1f-disclosing 2 as 


' ’ 


* and self-involving unselors were rated as significantly, more. expert herr 


‘ . Ae Amie: Shumbee y than the ‘icy self- disclosing: counselor, There 
pree i cm dif ferences in perceived expertness: or’ “eSuatube tit 

‘ ness of the high self-disclosing and, se1f-involving counselors. The 

\ comparisons of counselor status revealed that paraprofessianal evunselors \ 


“. were rated as 8 significantly more ativective and trustworthy than the 


professional c unselors. ; oe" 


. 


. Ls 


Client Responses to the Counselor 


. Multivariate analyses of variance were conducted on client, responses 


sagan tent res. eae ., . . he 


to the counselor. A “significant. multivariate-F-was.obtained for, the). 
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ag Re mai piteck of: piano ‘response typé, Fr (as, 334) = 12s 2, ps 0602." i, 
oe - . Te motthvardace’te for the main effect of counselot status and for ; te 

i é 7 tua ‘ “ “e. interaction ‘patvieen: counselor response type and ‘ecumaelor Starus ‘ 4 

Ae hia A : ] ‘werd. "noe etanitican Subsequent aa analyses f' main effects cs 


} meg ae 


ie were performed. Cell means and standard poe or significant 
“ ‘effects, are presented tn Table 1. ‘the. unt ybrideg, analyags indicated 
a a significant pa effect due to counselot response type. on the dinen- y 
+ ; : a ‘sions of pioportion of affective words, *F (2, 174)” vwl27, Bie. ) < 00033 
gs gee ne , proportion of past and future ‘tense verbs; F (2, 174). = 5, Bos | aes aah ; 
is +) 2 7 proportion of client. referents, F oe 174). ‘= 8,76, p *< 0002; easeetane be. 
“8 i of ScaeLOr referents, RF (2, ies = 13.53, P < 0001; number of coun~ . 


' etorused’ atatanentas (Qy 174) = 16.04, p < 0001. There was 


‘ ‘ i : no sighdooaa uteaietiras main effect “ane to ‘counselor nae type 

” , - oe total number zof WOrME, or Proportion of present tense, verbs. * op " uf 
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